"right." They are in most respects a travesty of the political economy of the great eighteenthcentury founders of economic thought, including Adam Smith himself. Smith wrote extensively in the Wealth of Nations about the complexity of economic sentiments, and his other great work, the Theory of Moral Sentiments, begins with a celebrated statement of the limits of a narrow view of self-interest: "How selfish soever man may be supposed, there are evidently some principles in his nature, which interest him in the fortune of others, and render their happiness necessary to him, though he derives nothing from it except the pleasure of seeing it." 4 A.R.J.Turgot, who even more than Smith is the founder of modern laissez-faire economic policy, wrote of the postulate of universal self-interest that "in the sense that this proposition is true, it is childish, and a metaphysical abstraction from which there is no practical result to be drawn, because it is then equivalent to saying that 'man only desires that which he desires.' If [the suggestion is of] a reflective, calculated interest by which man compares himself to others and prefers himself, then it is false that even the most corrupt men behave according to this Company, I will suggest, can illuminate the setting in which he wrote the Wealth of Nations, the "foundational" difficulties of some of his ideas, and even the enduring difficulties of laissez-faire over very long and transnational distances. I will be concerned with an historical institution (the Portuguese empire in Asia) which was in decline in 1776; with a writer on economic ideas (the poet William Julius Mickle), who is now almost entirely unknown; and with a medium of economic thought (footnotes to the introduction to a translation of Os Lusíadas, the Portuguese epic poem of 1572 about the discovery by Europeans of a sea route to Asia), which is spectacularly unlikely, in the context of modern economic publishing. The paper is an essay, in this sense, in the "'new' 'new' history of economic thought", which seeks to examine economic ideas in a capacious context of other contemporary writings and discussions, both "high" (or theoretical), "medium" (or political), and "low" (or popular), and also in the context of economic and political events. It is an effort, in turn, to show that even a historical or historicist history of economic thought can be of interest for large and important questions of economic theory and economic method. to the critique of Smith, together with copious quotations from his own earlier writings ("an author whom we shall be necessitated frequently to cite"), and a new denunciation of a recent history of the East India Company by the poet James Macpherson (who had himself written of Smith that he was "one of my best friends.") 19 Smith's views of long-distance commerce were summarized by Mickle in four propositions: that "Exclusive Companies are in every respect pernicious;" that the Portuguese commerce with India flourished without monopoly companies; that "under a Free Trade factors would settle in India of their own accord;" and that when forts and garrisons are absolutely necessary, it is best that they should be "under the immediate protection of the sovereign." These prospects, Mickle wrote, in an idiom which was later so ubiquitous in the critique of political economy, are no more than "the dreams and dotage of Theory." Smith's "scheme of voluntary, unconnected settlers in India," or of a "free trade with Asia," was absolutely impractical: "no theory can be more weak and visionary than that which supposes that the trade of the East may be carried on in the same safe and easy manner as that of the ports of Europe, where mutual commercial interest is fully understood and established." There "is not one idea of Indian jealousy and hatred of Europeans," and "it is, according to the Doctor, as safe to settle in, and trade with India, as to take a counting-house near London-bridge, or to buy a peck of peas at Covent-Garden." 20 Mickle's criticism was focused on the uses and misuses of the history of Portugal -or on Smith's propensity for "fixing on the Portuguese as his favourites" -and on Smith's denunciations of the English and Dutch East India companies. Smith was derided, a little surprisingly, for his "abhorrence of commercial pursuits," and in particular for his view of the "'strange absurdity'" by which the English East India Company merchants have transformed themselves into sovereigns. The idyll of free and competitive trade between Europe and Asia was for Mickle a fantasy, and Smith's prospect of a more enlightened policy -to "save the poppies and rice of Bengal from an untimely plough" -was the object of heavy irony. Smith's plan of reform, in which the settlements in the East Indies would be "'taken from the exclusive companies to which they at present belong, and put under the immediate protection of the sovereign,'" would "amputate the limbs, and dislocate the joints of commerce." Smith was even, most surprisingly of all, charged with an unsuspicious confidence in the virtues of government:
"the most cordial affection for the kingly power." 21 The "cheerful vigour of commerce can only be uniform and continued, where the merchant is conscious of protection, on his appeal to known laws of supreme authority," Mickle wrote. But the protection of the British government, in India, would be illusory. Mickle questioned Smith's presumption that "a free trade, and revenue, is the interest of a sovereign."
He also questioned the virtuousness of the sovereign, or at least of the sovereign's subaltern officers in the distant provinces of empire. "The rapacity of distant governors, so strongly exemplified by the Portuguese" was a counter-argument to Smith's proposed reforms. Mickle returned to his theme of multiple interests, from the earlier introduction: "Every governor feels two objects soliciting his attention, objects frequently incompatible, at least not easily to be reconciled -the public, and his own private interest." He turned Smith's criticism of the subaltern clerks of East India Company against him, "only substituting the word King, where he writes Counting House:" "Nothing can be more completely foolish than to expect that the clerks of a great King, at ten thousand miles distance, and consequently almost quite out of sight, should, upon a simple order from their master, give up, at once, doing any sort of business upon their own account, abandon for ever all hopes of making a fortune, of which they have the means in their hands, and content themselves with the moderate salaries which their master allows them." 22 There was even a far more general critique of Smith's economic theory, both in the introduction to the Lusiad and in the Candid Examination of 1779. Mickle addressed himself, like so many subsequent critics, to the defense of corporations: "that old monopoly, the institution of corporations, was at one period highly political, and absolutely necessary to support infant commerce." He defended practical experience against "abstract Speculation" and the spirit of "system" ("a strong passion for speculation and theory is the disease of the age.") He the East-India Company" -was accurate only to the extent that his earlier efforts to achieve a position, or a subscription, had been unsuccessful. 26 The "Introduction" to the Lusiad is also an early contribution to racial and religious theories of European dominion in India. It was written at a time when the "East," and India in particular, was still described by English and French commentators as the richest region of the world: "all the riches of India," or the "immense overflow of riches, from the East." India was for Mickle "perhaps the most fertile country in the world." It is interesting that one of Mickle's charges against Smith is that the proposed free trade with India "would injure our own manufactures," unable to compete with Indian industries: "silks, muslins, calicoes, embroidery, cottons, toys, and many of the Indian manufactures, would greatly injure those of this country, were a free importation allowed." "A free importation of the woven manufactures of India, which are now under restriction, would greatly injure out own manufacturers," he reiterated in A Candid Examination. 27 The Indian "hatred of foreigners" was in Mickle's account "a jealousy and aversion primarily founded on the most rational and political views." 28 But the introduction to the Lusiad "in its English dress" was at the same time a relatively early statement of the racial generalizations that were so important in the nineteenth-century British empire. 29 Vasco de Gama's voyage was presented by Mickle as a part of a Portuguese plan for the "universal propagation of Christianity," or a "mortal wound to Mohammedanism;" it was a victory over the "Moors, great masters of the arts of traffic," and in particular over the Arab merchants who were "sole masters of the Ethiopian, Arabian and Indian seas" ("this crafty mercantile people," "like the modern Jews.") 30 The "wide and stupendous effect" of British dominion was for Mickle a victory, by contrast, over "the abject spirit of Asiatic submission,"
and "the dispirited and passive Gentoos. The contrast with Smith's own views of race and empire is striking, once again. One of Mickle's many complaints against the early Portuguese colonists was that they "encouraged the marriage of the Portuguese with the natives:" "the descendants of these marriages people the coasts of the East at this day. Mickle is for all these reasons an unlikely figure in the history of economic thought. To the extent that he was a writer on economic subjects, he belongs to the history of "low" or "medium" economic thought, and not to the "high" economic theory of which Smith is so widely considered to be the founder. It was at "the moment when Smith wrote," according to JeanBaptiste Say's early nineteenth-century history, that political economy was distinguished, for the first time, from the science of politics. 33 Even Smith's earliest critic, Thomas Pownall, wrote a little condescendingly, in 1776, that "I really do think that your book, if corrected on these points, might become… AN INSTITUTE of political oeconomy, such as I could heartily wish… that some understanding Tutor in our Universities would take up, as a basis of lectures on this subject." 34 Mickle was admired as a poet, and his translation of the Lusiad was far more extensively reviewed than the Wealth of Nations. 35 But he belonged to an earlier and unscientific epoch in writing on political economy. He was never "respectable" or well-established, in the sense that was so important to Smith; he belonged to the "low enlightenment" of printers, proofcorrectors, reviewers, and seekers of passing patronage. 36 Mickle's criticism of Smith's views of long-distance commerce is an outline, even so, of two of the most profound difficulties of Smith's system. The first has to do with the security or protection of economic exchange. The idea of security is at the heart of Smith's economic system, and of his economic history of Europe, which turns on "order and good government" and "the liberty of every individual, the sense which he has of his own security": the "equal and impartial administration of justice which renders the rights of the meanest British subject respectable to the greatest, and which, by securing to every man the fruits of his own industry,
gives the greatest and most effectual encouragement to every sort of industry." 37 There is a world of exchange, industry, and traffic, and a world of the law by which exchanges are protected. This is the conception which corresponds, in Smith's own thought, to the distinction depicted by twentieth-century economists, between the market and the state. The market, in Smith's description, is the space of competition, and the state, or the law, is (or should be) the space of equality and impartiality.
The difficult question is about the overseas commerce which was such a dominating theme of Smith's writing. For the impartial and protective state, in Smith's account, is the state, or the system of laws, of a particular country. Overseas and long-distance commerce were dependent, by contrast, on disparate sources of security. They required at least one of four sorts of "order," if they were to be tolerably secure. The first was the order which is provided, in distant societies, by the political institutions of those societies themselves; this was the policy of the English East India Company before the 1760s, derided by Mickle as the "little cunning finesse" of cajoling Indian princes. 38 The second was the self-protection, or self-regulation, of the East India Company merchant-sovereigns, or the system of oppression which was Smith's great object of denunciation in all his writings on India. The third was the order provided by institutions which transcend the frontiers of existing political societies; or the prospect of an oceanic government, or a world assembly, with which so many eighteenth-century figures, including Smith, were so intrigued. The fourth was the order provided by the sovereigns of the merchants' own society; this was the recourse of empire, in a military and political sense, or, for
Mickle, "the spirit of Gothic conquest." 39 Mickle's criticism of Smith, for all its violence, pointed to a serious difficulty in Smith's theory of long-distance commerce, which was that he did not accept any of these four possible orders. He was respectful of the "Mahometan government" of Bengal, without being prepared to confide to it the orderliness of British commerce. He rejected the merchant-sovereigns. He was intrigued by systems of government across frontiers, but concluded in the Wealth of Nations that the possibility of a "general union," even within the British empire, was no more than a "new Utopia." 40 He was in favour of an expansion of the role of the British sovereign in India -taking the settlements from the exclusive Companies, and putting them "under the immediate protection of the sovereign" --without considering the extent to which this would bring with it all the oppressions of the subaltern officers of the state, and all the ills of empire which he elsewhere denounced.
The second difficulty of Smith's economic system is related, and it has to do with private and public interest. In the twentieth-century distinction between the market and the state, the market is the space of private self-interest, subject to the rules and norms of competition; and the state (or at least the good, protective state) is the space of the public interest, subject to the rules and norms of public service. But these rules and norms are the outcome, in general, of particular societies. They are evanescent, even at home, and invisible when the particular society, or particular friends, are "at ten thousand miles distance, and consequently almost quite out of sight." This was the real world of long-distance commerce, in 1776, and it was a world, or an economy, which is very difficult to describe in the familiar language of nations and their interests, or of markets and states. But it is not a world which is entirely unfamiliar, in our own age of sovereign-merchants and merchant-sovereigns. The free exchanges of commerce required good rules, including rules of competition and rules for the security of property, as Smith understood, and they also required good values, or good norms; the disposition of merchants to compete by mild and moderate means, and for economic rather than political advantage. The profound difficulty of Smith's system, for his early critics, was that the course of free commerce --and the celebration of the virtues of self-interest --had the effect, over time, of reducing respect for rules, and changing the norms of competition. The commercial society was founded on uncommercial values, and its tendency, eventually, was to consume its own foundations.
These are some of the difficulties, too, of modern political economy. 
